Part V, Section III of his Consolatio Philosophiae, Boethius entertained (though he later rejected) the claim that if God is omniscient, no human action is voluntary. This claim seems intuitively false. Surely, given only a doctrine describing God's knowledge, nothing about the voluntary status of human actions will follow. Perhaps such a conclusion would follow from a doctrine of divine omnipotence or divine providence, but what connection could there be between the claim that God is omniscient and the claim that human actions are determined? Yet Boethius thought he saw a problem here. He thought that if one collected together just the right assumptions and principles regarding God's knowledge, one could derive the conclusion that if God exists, no human action is voluntary. Of course, Boethius did not think that all the assumptions and principles required to reach this conclusion are true (quite the contrary), but he thought it important to draw attention to them nonetheless. If a theologian is to construct a doctrine of God's knowledge which does not commit him to determinism, he must first understand that there is a way of thinking about God's knowledge which would so commit him.
generate the problem are either philosophically or theologically adequate. I want to concentrate attention on the implications of a certain set of assumptions. Whether the assumptions are themselves acceptable is a question I shall not consider. possible for God to hold a false belief. " 'X' is true" follows from "God believes X." These are all ways of expressing the same principle-the principle expressed by Boethius in the formula "God cannot in anything be mistaken."
A second principle usually associated with the notion of divine omniscience has to do with the scope or range of God's intellectual gaze. To say that a being is omniscient is to say that he knows everything. "Everything" in this statement is usually taken to cover future, as well as present and past, events and circumstances. In fact, God is usually said to have had foreknowledge of everything that has ever happened. With respect to anything that was, is, or will be the case, God knew,from eternity, that it would be the case.
The doctrine of God's knowing everything from eternity is very obscure. One particularly difficult question concerning this doctrine is whether it entails that with respect to everything that was, is, or will be the case, God knew in advance that it would be the case. In some traditional theological texts, we are told that God is eternal in the sense that He exists "outside of time," that is, in the sense that He bears no temporal relations to the events or circumstances of the natural world.2 In a theology of this sort, God could not be said to have known that a given natural event was going to happen before it happened. If God knew that a given natural event was going to occur before it occurred, at least one of God's cognitions would then have occurred before some natural event. This, surely, would violate the idea that God bears no temporal relations to natural events.3 On the other hand, in a considerable number of theological sources, we are told that God has always existed-that He existed long before the occurrence of any natural event. In a theology of this sort, to say that God is eternal is not to say that God exists "outside of time" (bears no temporal relations to natural events), it is to say, instead, God 2 This position is particularly well formulated in St. Anselm's Proslogium, ch. xix and Monologium, chs. xxi-xxii; and in Frederich Schleiermacher's The Christian Faith, Pt. I, sec. 2, par. 5'. It is also explicit in Boethius, op. cit., secs. 4-6, and in St. Thomas' Summa Theologica, Pt. I, Q. Io. 3 This point is explicit in Boethius, op. cit., secs. 4-6. 29 has existed (and will continue to exist) at each moment.4 The doctrine of omniscience which goes with this second understanding of the notion of eternity is one in which it is affirmed that God has always known what was going to happen in the natural world. John Calvin wrote as follows:
When we attribute foreknowledge to God, we mean that all things have ever been and perpetually remain before, his eyes, so that to his knowledge nothing is future or past, but all things are present; and present in such manner, that he does not merely conceive of them from ideas formed in his mind, as things remembered by us appear to our minds, but really he holds and sees them as if (tanquam) actually placed before him.5
All things are "present" to God in the sense that He "sees" them as if (tanquam) they were actually before Him. Further, with respect to any given natural event, not only is that event "present" to God in the sense indicated, it has ever been and has perpetually remained "present" to Him in that sense. This latter is the point of special interest. Whatever one thinks of the idea that God "sees" things as if "actually placed before him," Calvin would appear to be committed to the idea that God has always known what was going to happen in the natural world. Choose an event (E) and a time (T2) at which E occurred. For any time (T1) prior to T2 (say, five thousand, six hundred, or eighty years prior to T2), God knew at T1 that E would occur at T2. It will follow from this doctrine, of course, that with respect to any human action, God knew well in advance of its performance that the action would be performed. In the discussion to follow, I shall work only with this second interpretation of God's knowing everything from eternity. I shall assume that if a person is omniscient, that person has always known what was going to happen in the natural world-and, in particular, has always known what human actions were going to be performed. Thus, as above, assuming that the attribute of omniscience is part of the "essence" of God, the statement "For any natural event (including human actions), if a given person is God, that person would always have known that that event was going to occur at the time it occurred" must be treated as an a priori truth. This is just another way of stating a point admirably put by St. Augustine when he said: "For to confess that God exists and at the same time to deny that He has foreknowledge of future things is the most manifest folly. ... One who is not prescient of all future things is not God."7 B. Last Saturday afternoon, Jones mowed his lawn. Assuming that God exists and is (essentially) omniscient in the sense outlined above, it follows that (let us say) eighty years prior to last Saturday afternoon, God knew (and thus believed) that Jones would mow his lawn at that time. But from this it follows, I think, that at the time of action (last Saturday afternoon) Jones was not able-that is, it was not within Jones's power-to refrain from mowing his lawn.8 If at the time of action, Jones had been City of God, Bk. V, sec. 9. 8 The notion of someone being able to do something and the notion of something being within one's power are essentially the same. Traditional formulations of the problem of divine foreknowledge (e.g., those of Boethius and Augustine) made use of the notion of what is (and what is not) within one's power. But the problem is the same when framed in terms of what one is (and one is not) able to do. Thus, I shall treat the statements "Jones was able to do X," "Jones had the ability to do X," and "It was within Jones's power to do X" as equivalent. Richard Taylor, in "I Can," Philosophical Review, LXIX (1 960), 78-89, has argued that the notion of ability or power involved in these last three statements is incapable of philosophical analysis. Be this as it may, I shall not here attempt such an analysis. In what follows I shall, however, be careful to affirm only those statements about what is (or is not) within one's power that would have to be preserved on any analysis of this notion having even the most distant claim to adequacy.
3' able to refrain from mowing his lawn, then (the most obvious conclusion would seem to be) at the time of action, Jones was able to do something which would have brought it about that God held a false belief eighty years earlier. But God cannot in anything be mistaken. It is not possible that some belief of His was false. Thus, last Saturday afternoon, Jones was not able to do something which would have brought it about that God held a false belief eighty years ago. To suppose that it was would be to suppose that, at the time of action, Jones was able to do something having a conceptually incoherent description, namely something that would have brought it about that one of God's beliefs was false. Hence, given that God believed eighty years ago that Jones would mow his lawn on Saturday, if we are to assign Jones the power on Saturday to refrain from mowing his lawn, this power must not be described as the power to do something that would have rendered one of God's beliefs false. How then should we describe it vis-h-vis God and His belief? So far as I can see, there are only two other alternatives. First, we might try describing it as the power to do something that would have brought it about that God believed otherwise than He did eighty years ago; or, secondly, we might try describing it as the power to do something that would have brought it about that God (Who, by hypothesis, existed eighty years earlier) did not exist eighty years earlier-that is, as the power to do something that would have brought it about that any person who believed eighty years ago that Jones would mow his lawn on Saturday (one of whom was, by hypothesis, God) held a false belief, and thus was not God. But again, neither of these latter can be accepted. Last Saturday afternoon, Jones was not able to do something that would have brought it about that God believed otherwise than He did eighty years ago. Even if we suppose (as was suggested by Calvin) that eighty years ago God knew Jones would mow his lawn on Saturday in the sense that He "saw" Jones mowing his lawn as if this action were occurring before Him, the fact remains that God knew (and thus believed) eighty years prior to Saturday that Jones would mow his lawn. And if God held such a belief eighty years prior to Saturday, Jones did not have the power on Saturday to do something that would have made it the case that 32 DIVINE OMNISCIENCE God did not hold this belief eighty years earlier. No action performed at a given time can alter the fact that a given person held a certain belief at a time prior to the time in question. This last seems to be an a priori truth. For similar reasons, the last of the above alternatives must also be rejected. On the assumption that God existed eighty years prior to Saturday, Jones on Saturday was not able to do something that would have brought it about that God did not exist eighty years prior to that time. No action performed at a given time can alter the fact that a certain person existed at a time prior to the time in question. This, too, seems to me to be an a priori truth. But if these observations are correct, then, given that Jones mowed his lawn on Saturday, and given that God exists and is (essentially) omniscient, it seems to follow that at the time of action, Jones did not have the power to refrain from mowing his lawn. The upshot of these reflections would appear to be that Jones's mowing his lawn last Saturday cannot be counted as a voluntary action. Although I do not have an analysis of what it is for an action to be voluntary, it seems to me that a situation in which it would be wrong to assign Jones the ability or power to do other than he did would be a situation in which it would also be wrong to speak of his action as voluntary. As a general remark, if God exists and is (essentially) omniscient in the sense specified above, no human action is voluntary.9
As the argument just presented is somewhat complex, perhaps the following schematic representation of it will be of some use.
i. "God existed at T1" entails "If Jones did X at T2, God believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2.
2. "God believes X" entails "; 'X' is true." 9 In Bk. II, ch xxi, secs. 8-i i of the Essay, John Locke says that an agent is not free with respect to a given action (i.e., that an action is done "under necessity") when it is not within the agent's power to do otherwise. Locke allows a special kind of case, however, in which an action may be voluntary though done under necessity. If a man chooses to do something without knowing that it is not within his power to do otherwise (e.g., if a man chooses to stay in a room without knowing that the room is locked), his action may be voluntary though he is not free to forbear it. If Locke is right in this (and I shall not argue the point one way or the other), replace "voluntary" with (let us say) "free" in the above paragraph and throughout the remainder of this paper.
It is not within one's power at a given time to do something
having a description that is logically contradictory. 4. It is not within one's power at a given time to do something that would bring it about that someone who held a certain belief at a time prior to the time in question did not hold that belief at the time prior to the time in question.
5. It is not within one's power at a given time to do something that would bring it about that a person who existed at an earlier time did not exist at that earlier time.
6. If God existed at T, and if God believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2, then if it was within Jones's power at T2 to refrain from doing X, then (i) it was within Jones's power at T2 to do something that would have brought it about that God held a false belief at TI. or (2) it was within Jones's power at T2 to do something which would have brought it about that God did not hold the belief He hcld at T,, or (3) it was within Jones's power at T2 to do something that would have brought it about that any person who believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2 (one of whom was, by hypothesis, God) held a false belief and thus was not God-that is, that God (who by hypothesis existed at T1) did not exist at T1. 7. Alternative i in the consequent of item 6 is false (from 2 and 3). 8. Alternative 2 in the consequent of item 6 is false (from 4). 9. Alternative 3 in the consequent of item 6 is false (from 5).
i o. Therefore, if God existed at T1 and if God believed at T_ that Jones would do X at T2, then it was not within Jones's power at T2 to refrain from doing X (from 6 through 9). i i. Therefore, if God existed at T1, and if Jones did X at T2, it was not within Jones's power at T2 to refrain from doing X (from i and io). 56-66. Taylor argues that if an event E fails to occur at T2, then at T1 it was true that E would fail to occur at T2. Thus, at T1, a necessary condition of anyone's performing an action sufficient for the occurence of E at T2 is missing. Thus at T1, no one could have the power to perform an action that would be sufficient for the occurrence of E at T2. Hence, no one has the power at T1 to do something sufficient for the occurrence of an event at T2 that is not going to happen. The parallel between this argument and the one recited above can be seen very clearly if one reformulates Taylor's argument, pushing back the time at which it was true that E would not occur at T2. A. Leibniz analyzed the problem as follows:
They say that what is foreseen cannot fail to exist and they say so truly; but it follows not that what is foreseen is necessary. For necessary truth is that whereof the contrary is impossible or implies a contradiction. Now the truth which states that I shall write tomorrow is not of that nature, it is not necessary. Yet, supposing that God foresees it, it is necessary that it come to pass, that is, the consequence is necessary, namely that it exist, since it has been foreseen; for God is infallible. This is what is termed a hypothetical necessity. But our concern is not this necessity; it is an absolute necessity that is required, to be able to say that an action is necessary, that it is not contingent, that it is not the effect of free choice.'6
The statement "God believed at T, that Jones would do X at T2" (where the interval between T, and T2 is, for example, eighty years) does not entail " 'Jones did X at T2' is necessary." Leibniz is surely right about this. All that will follow from the first of these statements concerning "Jones did X at T2" is that the latter is true, not that it is necessarily true. But this observation has no real bearing on the issue at hand. The following passage from St. Augustine's formulation of the problem may help to make this point clear.
Your trouble is this. You wonder how it can be that these two propositions are not contradictory and incompatible, namely that God has foreknowledge of all future events, and that we sin voluntarily and not by necessity. For if, you say, God foreknows that a man will sin, he must necessarily sin. But if there is necessity there is no voluntary choice of sinning, but rather fixed and unavoidable necessity.'7
In this passage, the term "necessity" (or the phrase "by necessity") is not used to express a modal-logical concept. The term "necessity" is here used in contrast with the term "voluntary," not (as in Leibniz) in contrast with the term "contingent." If one's action is necessary (or by necessity), this is to say that one's action is not voluntary. Augustine says that if God has foreknowledge of human actions, the actions are necessary. But the form of this conditional is "P implies Q," not "Pimplies N (Q)." " 9' in the consequent of this conditional is the claim that human actions are not voluntary-that is, that one is not able, or does not have the power, to do other than he does.
Perhaps I can make this point clearer by reformulating the original problem in such a way as to make explicit the modal operators working within it. Let it be contingently true that Jones did X at T2. Since God holds a belief about the outcome of each human action well in advance of its performance, it is then contingently true that God believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2. But it follows from this that it is contingently true that at T2 Jones was not able to refrain from doing X. Had he been (contingently) able to refrain from doing X at T2, then either he was (contingently) able to do something at T2 that would have brought it about that God held a false belief at T1, or he was (contingently) able to do something at T2 that would have brought it about that God believed otherwise than He did at T1, or he was (contingently) able to do something at T2 that would have brought it about that God did not exist at T1. None of these latter is an acceptable alternative.
B. In Concordia Liberi Arbitrii, Luis de Molina wrote as follows:
It was not that since He foreknew what would happen from those things which depend on the created will that it would happen; but, on the contrary, it was because such things would happen through the freedom of the will, that He foreknew it; and that He would foreknow the opposite if the opposite was to happen.'8 Remarks similar to this one can be found in a great many traditional and contemporary theological texts. In fact, Molina assures us that the view expressed in this passage has always been "above controversy"-a matter of "common opinion" and "unanimous consent"-not only among the Church fathers, but also, as he says, "among all catholic men."
One claim made in the above passage seems to me to be truly "above controversy." With respect to any given action foreknown by God, God would have foreknown the opposite if the opposite was to happen. If we assume the notion of omniscience outlined in the first section of this paper, and if we agree that omniscience is part of the "essence" of God, this statement is a conceptual truth. I doubt if anyone would be inclined to dispute it. Also involved in this passage, however, is at least the suggestion of a doctrine that cannot be taken as an item of "common opinion" among all catholic men. Molina says it is not because God foreknows what He foreknows that men act as they do: it is because men act as they do that God foreknows what He foreknows. Some theologians have rejected this claim. It seems to entail that men's actions determine God's cognitions. And this latter, I think, has been taken by some theologians to be a violation of the notion of God as self-sufficient and incapable of being affected by events of the natural world.'9 But I shall not develop this point further. Where the view put forward in the above passage seems to me to go wrong in an interesting and important way is in Molina's claim that God can have foreknowledge of things that will happen "through the freedom of the will." It is this claim that I here want to examine with care.
What exactly are we saying when we say that God can know in advance what will happen through the freedom of the will? I think that what Molina has in mind is this. God can know in advance that a given man is going to choose to perform a certain action sometime in the future. With respect to the case ofJones mowing his lawn, God knew at T, that Jones wouldfreely decide to mow his lawn at T2. Not only did God know at T, that Jones would mow 19 Cf. Boethius' Consolatio, Bk. V, sec. 3, par. 2.
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his lawn at T2, He also knew at T1 that this action would be performedfreely. In the words of Emil Brunner, "God knows that which will take place in freedom in the future as something which happens in freedom."20 What God knew at T1 is that Jones would freely mow his lawn at T2. I think that this doctrine is incoherent. If God knew (and thus believed) at T1 that Jones would do X at T2,21 I think it follows that Jones was not able to do other than X at T2 (for reasons already given). Thus, if God knew (and thus believed) at T1 that Jones would do X at T2, it would follow that Jones did X at T2, but notfreely. It does not seem to be possible that God could have believed at T1 that Jones would freely do X at T2. If God believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2, Jones's action at T2 was not free; and if God also believed at T1 that Jones would freely act at T2, it follows that God held a false belief at T1 which is absurd.
C. Frederich Schleiermacher commented on the problem of divine foreknowledge as follows:
In the same way, we estimate the intimacy between two persons by the foreknowledge one has of the actions of the other, without supposing that in either case, the one or the other's freedom is thereby endangered. So even the divine foreknowledge cannot endanger Let Smith be an ordinary man and an intimate friend ofJones. Now, let us start by supposing that Smith believed at T1 thatJones would do X at T2. We make no assumption concerning the truth or falsity of Smith's belief, but assume only that Smith held it. Given only this much, there appears to be no difficulty in supposing that at T2 Jones was able to do X and that at T2 Jones was able to do not-X. So far as the above description of the case is con-cerned, it might well have been within Jones's power at T2 to do something (namely, X) which would have brought it about that Smith held a true belief at T1, and it might well have been within Jones's power at T2 to do something (namely, not-X) which would have brought it about that Smith held a false belief at T1. So much seems apparent. Now let us suppose that Smith knew at T1 that Jones would do X at T2. This is to suppose that Smith correctly believed (with evidence) at T1 that Jones would do X at T2. It follows, to be sure, that Jones did X at T2. But now let us inquire about what Jones was able to do at T2. I submit that there is nothing in the description of this case that requires the conclusion that it was not within Jones's power at T2 to refrain from doing X. By hypothesis, the belief held by Smith at T1 was true. Thus, by hypothesis, Jones did X at T2. But even if we assume that the belief held by Smith at T1 was in fact true, we can add that the belief held by Smith at T1 might have turned out to be false.25 Thus, even if we say that Jones intact did X at T2, we can add that Jones might not have done X at T2-meaning by this that it was within Jones's power at T2 to refrain from doing X. Smith held a true belief which might have turned out to be false, and, correspondingly, Jones performed an action which he was able to refrain from performing. Given that Smith correctly believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2,we can still assign Jones the power at T2 to refrain from doing X. All we need add is that the power in question is one which Jones did not exercise.
These last reflections have no application, however, when dealing with God's foreknowledge. Assume that God (being essentially omniscient) existed at T1, and assume that He believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2. It follows, again, that Jones did X at T2. God's beliefs are true. But now, as above, let us inquire into what Jones was able to do at T2. We cannot claim now, as in the Smith case, that the belief held by God at T1 was in fact true but might have turned out to be false. No sense of "might have" has application here. It is a conceptual truth that God's beliefs are true. Thus, we cannot claim, as in the Smith case, that Jones in fact acted in accordance with God's beliefs but had the ability to refrain from so doing. The ability to refrain from acting in accordance with one of God's beliefs would be the ability to do something that would bring it about that one of God's beliefs was false. And no one could have an ability of this description. Thus, in the case of God's foreknowledge of Jones's action at T2, if we are to assign Jones the ability at T2 to refrain from doing X, we must understand this ability in some way other than the way we understood it when dealing with Smith's foreknowledge. In this case, either we must say that it was the ability at T2 to bring it about that God believed otherwise than He did at T1; or we must say that it was the ability at T2 to bring it about that any person who believed at T1 that Jones would do X at T2 (one of whom was, by hypothesis, God) held a false belief and thus was not God. But, as pointed out earlier, neither of these last alternatives can be accepted.
The important thing to be learned from the study of Smith's foreknowledge of Jones's action is that the problem of divine foreknowledge has as one of its pillars the claim that truth is analytically connected with God's beliefs. No problem of determinism arises when dealing with human knowledge of future actions. This is because truth is not analytically connected with human belief even when (as in the case of human knowledge) truth is contingently conjoined to belief. If we suppose that Smith knows at T1 that Jones will do X at T2, what we are supposing is that Smith believes at T1 that Jones will do X at T2 and (as an additional, contingent, fact) that the belief in question is true. Thus having supposed that Smith knows at T1 that Jones will do X at T2, when we turn to a consideration of the situation of T2 we can infer (i) that Jones will do X at T2 (since Smith's belief is true), and (2) that Jones does not have the power at T2 to do something that would bring it about that Jones did not believe as he did at T1. But paradoxical though it may seem (and it seems paradoxical only at first sight), Jones can have the power at T2 to do something that would bring it about that Smith did not have knowledge at T1. This is simply to say that Jones can have the power at T2 to do something that would bring it about that the belief held by Smith at T1 (which was, in fact, true) was (instead) false. We are required only to add that since Smith's belief was in fact true (that is, was knowledge) Jones did not (in fact) exercise that power. But when we turn to a consideration of God's foreknowledge of Jones's action at T2 the elbowroom between belief and truth disappears and, with it, the possibility of assigning Jones even the power of doing other than he does at T2. We begin by supposing that God knows at T1 that Jones will do X at T2. As above, this is to suppose that God believes at T1 that Jones will do X at T2, and it is to suppose that this belief is true. But it is not an additional, contingent fact that the belief held by God is true. "God believes X" entails "Xis true." Thus, having supposed that God knows (and thus believes) at T1 that Jones will do X at T2,we can infer (i) that Jones will do X at T2 (since God's belief is true); (2) that Jones does not have the power at T2 to do something that would bring it about that God did not hold the belief He held at T1, and (3) that Jones does not have the power at T2 to do something that would bring it about that the belief held by God at T1 was false. This last is what we could not infer when truth and belief were only factually connected-as in the case of Smith's knowledge. To be sure, "Smith knows at T1 that Jones will do X at T2" and "God knows at T1 that Jones will do X at T2" both entail "Jones will do X at T2" ("A knows X" entails " 'X' is true"). But this similarity between "Smith knows X" and "God knows X" is not a point of any special interest in the present discussion. As Schleiermacher and Augustine rightly insisted (and as we discovered in ourstudy of Smith's foreknowledge) the mere fact that someone knows in advance how another will act in the future is not enough to yield a problem of the sort we have been discussing. We begin to get a glimmer of the knot involved in the problem of divine foreknowledge when we shift attention away from the similarities between "Smith knows X" and "God knows X" (in particular, that they both entail " 'X' is true") and concentrate instead on the logical differences which obtain between Smith's knowledge and God's knowledge. We get to the difference which makes the difference when, after 44 analyzing the notion of knowledge as true belief (supported by evidence) we discover the radically dissimilar relations between truth and belief in the two cases. When truth is only factually connected with belief (as in Smith's knowledge) one can have the power (though, by hypothesis, one will not exercise it) to do something that would make the belief false. But when truth is analytically connected with belief (as in God's belief) no one can have the power to do something which would render the belief false.
To As emphasized earlier, I do not want to claim that the assumptions underpinning the argument are acceptable. In fact, it seems to me that a theologian interested in claiming both that God is omniscient and that men have free will could deny any one (or more) of them. For example, a theologian might deny that a statement of the form "A knows X" entails a statement of the form "A believes X" (some contemporary philosophers have denied this) or, alternatively, he might claim that this entailment holds in the case of human knowledge but fails in the case of God's knowledge. This latter would be to claim that when knowledge is attributed to God, the term "knowledge" bears a sense other than the one it has when knowledge is attributed to human beings. Then again, a theologian might object to the analysis of "omniscience" with which I have been working. Although I doubt if any Christian theologian would allow that an omniscient 45 being could believe something false, he might claim that a given person could be omniscient although he did not hold beliefs about the outcome of human actions in advance of their performance. (This latter is the way Boethius escaped the problem.) Still again, a theologian might deny the doctrine of God's essential omniscience. He might admit that if a given person is God that person is omniscient, but he might deny that this statement formulates an a priori truth. This would be to say that although God is omniscient, He is not essentially omniscient. So far as I can see, within the conceptual framework of theology employing any one of these adjustments, the problem of divine foreknowledge outlined in this paper could not be formulated. There thus appears to be a rather wide range of alternatives open to the theologian at this point. It would be a mistake to think that commitment to determinism is an unavoidable implication of the Christian concept of divine omniscience.
But having arrived at this understanding, the importance of the preceding deliberations ought not to be overlooked. There is a pitfall in the doctrine of divine omniscience. That knowing involves believing (truly) is surely a tempting philosophical view (witness the many contemporary philosophers who have affirmed it). And the idea that God's attributes (including omniscience) are essentially connected to His nature, together with the idea that an omniscient being would hold no false beliefs and would hold beliefs about the outcome of human actions in advance of their performance, might be taken by some theologians as obvious candidates for inclusion in a finished Christian theology. Yet the theologian must approach these items critically. If they are embraced together, then if one affirms the existence of God, one is committed to the view that no human action is voluntary.
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